All that is does not fade (nič, kar je, ne mine) (uroš zupan, 2011) i.
When the summaries of the papers of our conference were printed, i added the words of uroš zupan to the introduction of my presentation: "all that is does not fade." these verses and the entire philosophy that stands behind them can be a good starting point for thinking about the basic features of contemporary interest in cultural heritage. the unesCo Convention on the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (2003) questioned many past approaches and opened a new perspective on the field of cultural heritage. never before was it so clear that cultural heritage is an issue with many shareholders and that we must search for its meaning within the triangle creator-researcher-user of cultural heritage. this means that we are speaking about the fundamental integration of cultural heritage into the social fabric. For this reason it is important that in the process of studying cultural heritage we focus on the question of motivation on the part of all three sides of the triangle.
Creators, researChers and users oF in the past, ethnological research on cultural heritage or, as we called it then, folk/popular culture -if with this term we referred to culture as a way of life, an integral part of which was also cultural heritage -it was important to know how certain forms of heritage came to be (genesis) and how they fit into the overall image of folk culture (structure). researchers were those who were predominantly interested in these questions, in the best of cases the so-called public of specialists composed of researchers of culture (ethnologists, anthropologists, sociologists and geographers, etc.) as well as employees of the public sector in addition to interested representatives of society understood more broadly. today it is important to keep in mind how different genres of culture can be integrated into contemporary life; we are especially interested in knowing what these genres mean to contemporary actors at the local and national level. their activities are the basis for the development of our assessment of the meaning and significance of cultural heritage. For this reason the interest of researchers has once again turned, stronger than ever, to the creators of heritage, to singers, dancers, artisans, storytellers, and other exponents, to the organizers and performers of rituals and to those that transmit/pass on traditional knowledge about mythology, nature, and the universe. Without them there is no intangible heritage, for intangible heritage is not something static or unchanging but is live material to which heritage creators of every age add something new while at the same time they are the first in line to pass these skills and knowledge on to their descendants. moreover, they are the first in line in the understanding, safeguarding and interpretation of intangible heritage. We can find the basis for this particular understanding of the relationship between creators and researchers of cultural heritage in the articles of the unesCo Convention on the Safeguarding of the ICH itself, particularly in article 15, as well as implicitly in other convention articles. however, once can still come across researchers that cannot or will not accept the new status that the pertinent disciplines have in the research of intangible cultural heritage. some simply taking the elements of cultural heritage into their own hands as usual, they consider these elements without making allowances for the bearers or creators of heritage and they declare their insights as their own discoveries. in this way, they wish to maintain their dominant status within the mentioned triangle instead of politely stepping aside and recognizing the other two sides of the triangle and contributions they have to provide to the bigger picture, their responsibilities to the development, survival and preservation of cultural elements. researchers cannot assume exclusive rights to the interpretation of cultural heritage while demanding from the creators of heritage that they obediently accept our explanations and advice, given that "We know more what this and that means", "You are only the performers (of rituals, of crafts, of songs, of dances, etc.)", "be careful that you won't do something wrong!" it is however also the case that only ethnology has developed in the field of cultural heritage research working methods that are based on a good measure of empathy based on a familiarity of the state of frame of mind of fellow human beings. For this reason it is the tradition and heritage ClassiFied discipline most often called to lead procedures for drafting the live cultural heritage list. however i would recommend to all who are involved in the study of intangible heritage to approach this issue with the largest amount of empathy possible and with a great deal less authoritativeness than has been normally used in previous eras of ethnology. an emic and reflexive research approach should decrease the dominance of one-sided explanations of culture. let things unfold as they unfold, let us try to understand them and reflect upon them without developing scales of value in accordance with our own criteria and systems. let us identify with the soul of the creators of intangible heritage and help that the most creative impulses and people who stand behind them express themselves and come into play. "in contrast with tangible heritage protected in the museum, intangible heritage consists of cultural manifestations (knowledge, skills, performance) that are inextricably linked to persons" (kirshenblatt-gimblett 2004: 60) .
ii. let us see where misunderstandings arise. they are most apparent in the proposals for the national list that were made by creators of intangible heritage that we received during the period when we fulfilled the role of coordinating the safeguarding of live cultural heritage. here is an example: people speak with nostalgia about the past and then someone in a particular place has the idea to revive how in the past they used to haul hay from the mountain pastures in improvised sleds. this idea for revival is encouraged by reports and invitations concerning the formation of the national register. people begin to feel competitive or wish that their village will also make it onto the register. While the hauling of hay from the mountain pastures represents only a (small) part of the main livelihood of the villagers -which was animal husbandry -in the eyes of the villagers the hauling of hay becomes a symbol of this livelihood that they have elevated to the level of cultural heritage of the village. pars pro toto! technically speaking it is not possible to understand the hauling of hay without taking into account the entire cultural context, in this case the year of animal husbandry, which of course cannot be revived in its entirety. tradition and heritage ClassiFied i have not brought up this case in order to belittle or make fun of the above-mentioned activity. on the contrary, i respect all the different processes of cultural heritage construction on the basis of real cultural elements, even if at first glance they may seem absurd. i simply wish to point out that in this case we can identify a common motive for the artificial revival of cultural elements. the fact of the matter is that nowadays a great deal of intangible heritage is staged. We can even speak of the difference between lived and staged elements of cultural heritage. the authentic or lived is linked to just a few individuals or groups that perform in the old cultural way for themselves or for a smaller group. they do not expect observers, promotion, fame, or money. less authentic are events or activities that are staged by individuals or groups in order to invite the largest number of observers possible in order to invite attention, media popularity or awards. to this end the cultural element is often staged, even outside traditionally defined space and time.
one may complement this classification of forms (presentations/performances) of cultural heritage with the words of philosopher nelson goodman, who makes a distinction between two sorts of phenomena. one class of manifestations of cultural heritage may be termed "autographic", and this term refers to those phenomena or manifestations for which the material and product are one and the same, such as pictures, sculptures, pottery, etc. the second class of phenomena are "allographic", in the case of which the material and product are not one and the same, such as music, dance, theater, all such phenomena that involve numerous persons performing in accordance with the same plan or pattern (margolis 1981).
When cultural activities are not longer lived but staged, we come to the realization that intangible or cultural heritage is not only a technical or cultural issue but also a political and economic one. numerous activities on the part of creators and users in the field of intangible cultural heritage thus contain political and economic dimensions and motivations in addition to cultural ones.
iii. politics thus can be not only a user but also client of the intangible heritage register project. the Convention on the Safeguarding of ICH was signed by the state at the highest level and in this way the state committed itself to resolving all issues linked to intangible heritage as they are defined by the Convention. For this reason all activities associated with intangible heritage are placed in the context of government ministries, in particular cultural agencies or bodies that are established for this specific purpose. in such an environment the idea of promoting the state by way of registration in the representative unesCo list soon arises, incited by the competitiveness of other states in this field. however, the question is how this issue affects careful reflection on the nature and significance of intangible heritage in a particular country, especially as it concerns the realization of the true spirit of the Convention as well as the benefits for heritage creators. "some fear the power of state agencies and the possible national control of traditional cultural expression, often in the form of top-down interventions that are not necessarily based on the criteria of those persons who are the bearers of certain elements of intangible heritage" (nikočević 2003: 67) .
the economic benefit of activities in the field of intangible heritage is a legitimate issue both for the creators of cultural heritage as well as for its managers. these issues are dealt with separately from the register, although sometimes they are also resolved in conjunction with the register. it is clear that the desire for profit motivates numerous actors in the field of intangible heritage. most often it is the managers of heritage who wish to capitalize on heritage in various ways. staging heritage for touristic purposes is nowadays the dominant motto for numerous local communities as well as developmental or touristic organizations. however, in these cases i would not employ the often-used term commercialization, which has negative connotations; instead i propose using the term utilitarian valuation of cultural heritage, which is a common occurrence in our case. i see the danger in this sort of valuation in the development of a mistaken assumption that in the contemporary world, the only valid elements of intangible cultural heritage are those that are "useful" as other products in the consumer segment of society. this encourages the bearers of heritage to organize their activities in the forms of standard corporate activities including mass production, marketing and the creation of media images.
the same case is with the predicate "ethno". as is the case elsewhere in the developed world, so-called ethno culture is very popular -for example in music, cuisine, in architecture and especially in all fields in which it is possible to market cultural heritage. the predicate "ethno" is normally employed as a sign that the creators draw inspiration from "authentic", "traditional" culture that has been modernized to cater to the taste of modern users.
one can identify the varied manifestations of organized efforts for the greatest inclusion possible of elements of intangible heritage into modern life. in slovenia, there is an established system of professional evaluation and selection of home-made and artistic crafts as well as typical national foods. the Chamber of Crafts of slovenia publishes a list of craftsmen who have been given a license for the production of objects from the field of cultural heritage and have in this way obliged themselves to continue production in accordance to specific criteria.
ConCluding thoughts allow me in my conclusion to return to uroš zupan. What did this poet wish to tell us in his verses that frame the entire collection of poems titled The Shape of Paradise? "all that is does not fade!" in his poems he returned to his childhood and described his feelings at that time, realizing that those feelings will always remain with him and that they are written into his being even if the material basis of childhood disappeared long ago.
there is an approximately 2000 year-old wooden shrine in the japanese town of ise jing. every twenty years, they rebuild the shrine in such a way that they faithfully preserve the basic shape of the temple. the ritual shikinen sengu that lasts eight years is carried out as an accompaniment to all the phases of the construction and consecration of the temple. Whole groups of craftsmen, each for a particular part of the temple, gather to carry out the renovation and pass the skills of wooden construction without nails to the next generation. the knowledge of the temple construction is 2000 years old, while the last version of the temple is always at most 20 years old.
in slovenian ethnology, the concept of cultural heritage is considered in a range of ways that in turn do not address so much the nature of cultural heritage itself but reflect on the range of ways that researchers relate to it. generally speaking, one could argue that the relationship that slovene researchers have with the concept of cultural heritage is ambivalent. in recent years, the concept of cultural heritage has not been questioned. it referred to the content of so-called popular, or folk, culture that has a unique feature: that as an essence in the form of behavioral patterns or especially as intangible elements of culture is permanently embedded in the ways of life of numerous generations of members of a particular ethnicity, people or nation. this is the root of property as the synomym of "heritage": that which heirs receive from their parents after their death. in more recent times, when in the field of ethnology they were redrafting the epistemological questions of the discipline (typical postmodern self-questioning), the attention of researchers was directed more at synchronic webs of phenomena instead of at their genesis, the concept/ phenomenon of cultural heritage once again became terminologically questionable and also the object of ethnological study.
the project of the slovenian intangible heritage register could be understood as the basis for a common understanding of cultural heritage regardless of the varied epistemological foundations. today cultural heritage is no longer an eminent subject of epistemological study, nor is it a tool or weapon for national defense. today cultural heritage in the global sense of the term is recognized as a "blue chip" of the countries acceeding to the Convention for the Safeguarding of the ICH. its significance does not depend solely upon the view of researchers but also upon the motivation and opinion of its creators and implementors. never before has cultural heritage so obviously represented a theme "par excellence" for the humanistic disciplines -especially for ethnology -as well as an opportunity for reflection upon the new methodological foundations for the study of cultural heritage. it represents as well an opportunity for the unanimous restructuring of a broader social relationship with cultural heritage as a key state subsystem of culture. this leads us to other unesCo conventions, including, for example, the assoc. prof. dr. naško križnar, research advisor, zrC sazu institute of slovenian ethnology, novi trg 2, si-1000 ljubljana, slovenia, nasko@zrc-sazu.si
